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REMARKS 

Claims 1-8, 10-12, 14-22, 25, and 28-31 are currently pending, and claims 1-7, 10-21, 23, 
25, 26, and 28 stand rejected. Applicant thanks the Examiner for the indication of allowable 
subject matter in claims 8, 9, 22, 24, and 27. 

Applicant has rewritten claims 9, 24, and 27 in independent form including all the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. In particular, claim 15 has been 
amended to include the limitations of dependent claim 27, new independent claim 29 
corresponds to previous dependent claim 9, and new independent claim 3 1 corresponds to 
previous dependent claim 24. Applicant cancels claims 9, 24, and 27. 

Applicant also amends claim 1 to include wheels that are adapted to selectively contact 
the floor. Support for this amendment can be found, for example, at page 4, line 25 through page 
5, line 5. No new matter has been added. 

With respect to claims 12, 13, 23, 25, and 26, these claims have been consolidated or 
cancelled so as to avoid paying additional fees. 
Prior Art-Based Rejections 

Claims 1 to 7, 10, 1 1, 14 to 16, and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as be 
anticipated by Osborn (US 5,947,501). Claims 1 to 7, 10, 11,15, and 23 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Danziger et al. ("Danziger") (US 4,155,588). 

Both Osborn and Danziger disclose a wheelchair having an armrest that can be used as a 
transfer board. In use, the wheelchairs allow a person greater mobility for traveling from point- 
to-point. When desired, the armrest then folds down to allow the user to slide onto a fixed seat. 

Conversely, Applicant discloses a patient transfer system that facilitates the transfer of a 
patient between a chair and an adjacent patient care apparatus (e.g., a bed). The chair allows, for 
example, the patient to rest in a sitting position, to use a bedpan, or to move to a standing 
position. Unlike the wheelchair described in Osborn and Danziger, the chair itself is not a 
mobility device. Instead the wheels on the chair selectively touch the floor so that, for example, 
the chair can be positioned next to a patient care apparatus. For example, FIG. 1 of the present 
application shows wheels 21 that can, for example, be positioned for use when the chair is tilted. 
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Osborn and Danziger fail to teach or disclose the limitations of claim 1, including a chair 
comprising wheels adapted to selectively contact the floor. The wheels in Osborn and Danziger 
are adapted to assist with patient mobility and always contact the floor. Moreover, there would 
be no motivation to add such wheels to the wheelchairs of Osborn and Danziger. The wheels 
disclosed by Applicant are not designed for patient mobility and would serve no purpose on a 
wheelchair. 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection of claim 1 in 
view of the Osborn and Danziger. 



CONCLUSION 

In view of the above, each of the presently pending claims in this application is believed 
to be in immediate condition for allowance. Accordingly, the Examiner is respectfully requested 
to withdraw the outstanding rejection of the claims and to pass this application to issue. 
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